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AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF TURKEY PRODUCTION 
INUTAlP 
By Dee A. Broadbent W. Preston Thomas, and George T. Blanch2 
INTRODUCTION 
THE production of turkeys for market by farmers in Utah has increased rapidly since 1935, and in 1944 was the highest in 
the history of the state. Although turkeys are prQduced on a rela~ 
tively few farms , the enterprise is an important source of the state's 
agricultural income. In 1942 and 1943, the cash income from sales 
of turkeys was almost six million dollars or equivalent to 5 percent 
of the total cash income of the state. 
In addition to the sale of turkeys, this new enterprise supports, 
fully or in part, other industries of the state. The processing 
plants, commercial hatcheries, breeding flocks , feed companies , 
and others benefit from the development of this industry. Utah is 
normally a deficit concentrate feed area and imports considerable 
quantities of feed grain from Idaho and other surplus producing feed 
areas. This situation presents some problems for the new turkey 
industry inasmuch as it must compete with other poultry, hogs, 
dairy, and other livestock for the available feed supplies. 
With the rapid development of this enterprise to one of major 
importance has come requests from turkey producers , farmers , ex~ 
tension workers, vocational agriculture teachers, and others inter~ 
ested in the industry for reliable information on costs and income 
from this enterprise, and for an analysis of economic and physical 
factors and production practices which influence the efficiency and 
returns from com~ercial turkey production. As is the case of most 
new developments, little or no information on production practices 
and problems, and few economic data are available for the use of 
those interested. 
Purpose of Study 
The object of this study has been: (1) to show the relation of 
the turkey enterprise to other farm enterprises; (2) to determine 
the average investments , costs , and returns from turkey produc~ 
1Contribution of Department of Agricultural Economics. Report on Project 
149, Purnell. 
~esearch assistan.t professor, research professor. and research associate 
professor. respectively. 
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tion; (3) to show the influence of production practices on returns , 
and (4) to point out some factors that need to be considered in the 
future development of the turkey industry in the state. 
Source of Data 
Data on farm organization, turkey production costs , and factors 
affecting costs and returns were obtained from turkey producers 
in Cache, Box Elder, Sanpete, and Sevier Counties. Detailed 
enterprise record books were provided producers in those counties 
at the beginning of the 1942 season, and from among those, 68 
records were used in this study. Of the 68 flocks , 28 were from 
Sanpete, 17 from Box Elder, 12 from Cache, and 11 from Sevier 
County. An effort was made to get data from a representative 
group of producers; however , no flocks with less than 750 poults 
purchased were included in the sample. The number of birds , 
weights and grades of birds marketed, quality and cost of feeds 
purchased were obtained from turkey processing plants and feed 
companies in all cases where the individual producer did not have 
this information. 
Location of Sample Area 
Turkeys are proquced in every county of the state, but more than 
one-half of the state production comes from four counties: Cache 
and Box Elder in the northern part, and Sanpete and Sevier Coun,... 
ties in the central part of the state (fig. 1). Although there are other 
important turkey producing counties , this area was' selected for 
study. Production practices are so .uniform throt~ghout the state 
that results from this area are applicable to all parts of the state. 
GROWTH OF TURKEY INDUSTRY IN UTAH 
THE major development of the turkey industry in Utah has taken place since 1935 (table 1). According to the census of 1930, 
Utah produced 228,000 turkeys in 1929; and the U. S. Department 
of Agriculture livestock estimates of production since then show 
that the number produced was 223,000 in 1934, 214,000 in 1935, and 
699 ,000 in 1936; then numbers declined somewhat the following 
two years. Production increased in 1939 to 958,000 and declined 
again the following two years; then in 1942 production reached 
1,163,000 and further increased in 1943 to 1,336,000 head. 
Between 1929 and 1943 the number of turkeys produced in 
the nation doubled , and there was an increase in all geographic 
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Fig . 1. The location of turkey production in Utah in 1942. More than 50 percent 
of the state's turkey crop in 1942 was produced in Sanpete, 
Sevier, Cache and Box Elder Counties 
areas. In the south central and mountain divisions production was 
barely maintained; but the number of turkeys produced tripled in 
the Pacific Coast states, more than doubled in the important west 
north central area , and increased by six times in Utah. 
Equally significant as the expansion of numbers of turkeys 
produced in Utah and the nation is the change in the relative 
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Table 1. Turkey produced in United States by geographic areas* 
Y ear E ast West 
North nor th nor th South South Mounta in P a cifi c United Uta h 
Atlantic centra l centra l Atlant ic ce ntra l States 
1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
1929 546 805 4,151 1,489 5,438 2,266 2,099 16,794 228 
1934 1,181 2,018 5,706 2,132 5,538 2,068 2,667 21,310 223 
1935 1,309 1,811 5,705 2,044 4,861 1,799 2,958 20,487 214 
1936 1,525 2,317 8,382 2,159 6,484 2,653 4,122 27,642 699 
1937 1,449 2,063 7,192 2,078 6,435 2,198 3,976 25,391 537 
1938 1,563 2,192 8,424 1,934 6,029 2,037 4,368 26,547 518 
1939 1,919 2,604 11,290 2.112 6,749 2,982 5,545 33,201 958 
1940 1,933 2,859 11,624 2,151 6,676 2,583 5,949 33,775 813 
1941 2,062 2,712 11,755 2,137 5,775 2,531 6,217 33,189 854 
1942 2,204 2,909 10,584 2,330 5,709 2,918 6,005 32,659 1.163 
1943 2,210 2,908 9,811 2,223 5,489 2,986 6,938 32,565 1,336 
*Source : 1929 from census; other years from U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
Agricultural statistics. 
number in the various geographic divisions of the United States 
(table 2). In 1929, 32.4 percent of all turkeys produced was in the 
south central states; but by 1943, although the total number of 
turkeys had not decreased in this area, the percent of the national 
total had declined to 16.9 percent. The proportion of turkeys 
produced in the Pacific Coast states increased from 12.5 percent 
in 1929 to 21.3 percent in 1943. The proportion produced in the 
north Atlantic and east north central states increased from 8 per~ 
Table 2. Distribut ion ot turkey production by geographical areas* 
North Eas t West South South 
Proportion 
of national Y ear Atlantic north north Atl a nt k central Mountain Pacifi c produc tion 
central central in Utah 
percent percent percent percent percent percent percent percent 
1929 ................ 3.2 4.8 24.7 8.9 32.4 13.5 12.5 1.4 
1934 ................ 5.5 9.5 26.8 10.0 26.0 9.7 12.5 1.1 
1935 ................ 6.4 8.8 27.9 10.0 23.7 8.8 14.4 1.0 
1936 ................ 5.5 8.4 30.3 7.8 23.5 9.6 14.9 2.5 
1937 ................ 5.7 8.1 28.2 8.2 25.3 8.7 15.7 2.1 
1938 .... ............ 5.9 8.2 31.7 7.3 22.7 7.7 16.5 2.0 
1939 ................ 5.8 7.8 34.0 6.4 20.3 9.0 16.7 2.9 
1940 ................ 5.8 8.4 34.4 6.4 19.8 7.6 17.6 2.4 
1941 .... ............ 5.2 8.2 35.4 6.4 17.4 7.7 18.7 2.6 
1942 ................ 6.8 8.9 32.4 7.1 17.5 8.9 18.4 3.6 
1943 ................ 6.8 8.9 30.1 6.8 16.9 9.2 21.3 4.1 
* Data from table 1. 
/ooo ·s 
of Head 
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Fig : 2. The total production of turkeys in the 10 leading states. 194:2. In 1942 
Utah ranked six th among all the states in the number of turkeys produced 
cent in 1929 to 15.7 percent in 1943. The proportion of the national 
crop in the intermountain division declined from 13.5 percent in 
1929 to 9.2 percent in 1943; but while the intermountain division 
was declining in relative importance, the production in Utah by 
1943 was equal to 44 percent of the mountain area compared to 
10 percent in 1929. At the beginning of the period, Utah produced 
1.4 percent of the turkeys of the nation and in 1943 produced 4.1 
percent of the national total. Since 1929, Utah has risen from the 
ranks of relative unimportance to the sixth largest turkey produc-
ing state in the nation (fig. i) . 
FACTORS INFLUENCING GROWTH OF TURKEY 
INDUSTRY 
THE rapid increase in turkey production, which began in Utah in 1936, w as a result of a combination of several factors . Large 
crops of w heat and other grains b~ginning in 1937 led to accumula-
tion of supplies of grains and to relatively cheap prices of feed 
compared w ith the price of meat (table 3) . This was accompanied 
by a much improv ed national income with resulting i~creased 
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Table 3. R.elation of farm price of feed and price of turkeys 
to turkey production in Utah 
Year 
Price of Turkey~wheat Turkeys 
Wheat Turkeys price ra tio * produced 
cents per bu. cents per lb.t 1,000 
1929 102 25.7 15.l 228 
1930 82 22.0 16.l 229 
1931 56 20.0 21.4 299 
1932 50 14.4 17.3 373 
1933 56 12.6 13.5 298 
1934 76 14.6 11.5 223 
1935 83 19.9 14.4 214 
1936 90 17.1 11.4 699 
1937 100 18.6 11.2 537 
1938 58 18.0 18.6 518 
1939 57 17.2 18.l 958 
1940 68 17.4 15.4 813 
1941 76 22.8 18.0 854 
1942 94 28.5 18.2 1,163 
1943 116 36.6 19.0 1,336 
Avg. 1929~~943 78 20.4 15.7 583 
* Pounds of wheat that could be purchased for the price paid for a pound of turkey. 
tCalculated by dividing price per head as given in Agricultural Statistics by 
average weight of birds raised as given in publication, Farm production dis~ 
position and income- turkeys, March 1944. 
prices, particularly for meat and meat products. In 1934 the aver-
age farm price paid for turkeys was 14.6 cents per pound as com-
pared with 19.9 cents in 1935. This large increase in price led to 
an increase of 485,000 turkeys produced the following year in Utah , 
while the number in the nation increased 7 millions over the 
previous year. A lower price paid for turkeys in 1936 with short 
grain crops and correspondingly higher relative prices for grains 
checked expansion of turkey production and were responsible for 
reduction in numbers under the 1936 peak. In 1938 the price paid 
farmers for wheat in Utah dropped 42 cents per bushel and the 
price paid farmers for turkeys only six-tenths of one cent. This 
made a profitable relationship for production and the following 
year numbers increased. From 1938 to and including 1943 the 
relationship of feed to the price paid for turkeys has remained 
relatively favorable and production has been increased accord-
ingly. 
The average farm price of turkeys in 1941 was 5.4 cents per 
pound higher than the average price received by producers in 1940. 
The price continued to increase in 1942 and 1943, the increase in 
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price per pound being 5.7 and 8.1 cents for the respective years. 
The 1943 turkey prices were at record high levels and were more 
than double the price paid farmers only three years before. During 
1942 and 1943 the Office of Price Administration established ceil .... 
ing prices, and because of the great demand for turkey meat, ceiling 
prices tended to become the farm prices. The increased turkey 
production of 1942 and 1943 was primarily based on the use of 
government wheat that was available at less than local market 
price.3 The large stocks of grain held by the federal government 
were also effective in determining the market price of feed grains. 
Although the consumption of turkeys is and will likely 
continue to be primarily restricted to the Thanksgiving and Christ .... 
mas holiday seasons, there has been considerable increase in con .... 
sumption of turkey meat throughout the remainder of the year. 
The more widespread use of turkeys in hotels, restaurants, and 
institutions has been the principal factor in extending the market 
season for turkeys; also, the retailing of half or smaller portions 
of turkeys has had some influence in making turkey meat available 
to those consuming units which are not in a position to use whole 
birds. The common practice of retailing whole turkeys, ranging 
in weight from 9 to 30 pounds each, definitely limits the turkey 
market. The dev elopment and improvement of turkey dressing 
and evisceration plants , expanded and improv~d storage facilities , 
changes in consumers ' demands, the lengthening of the production 
season, and new retailing and marketing methods have contributed 
in the development of out .... of .... season market for turkeys. 
PRODUCTION PRACTICES 
[ 
HANGES in production practices have led to the development 
of turkey production on a large scale on relatively few farms 
rather than production of a few turkeys on many farms . This trend 
is particularly noticeable in Utah, where, according to the census 
of 1940, the average number of turkeys raised per farm reporting 
turkeys was 670, the highest in the nation. Oregon, with an average 
of 370, had the next largest flocks. The average number of turkeys 
raised per flock in the nation was 72 for the same year. The average 
size of flock in 1929 was 59 for Utah and only 26 for the nation. 
From information obtained at processing plants and other sources 
it is evident that the average size of flocks in Utah in the last two 
3According to Utah Agricultural Adjustment Administration , 5,200,000 
bushels of government wheat were shipped into Utah in 1943; and during the-
first five months of 1944 approximately 2,000,000 bushels w ere received. 
Fig . 3. Poults being transferred from the 
incubator to shipping boxes preparatory 
to shipment. Most turkey producers 
in Utah purchase day old poults 
years was larger than that of 1939. 
The census of 1940 also shows that 
only 4.8 percent of all farms in 
Utah reported turkeys; whereas 
in 1929, they were produced by 
14.3 percent of all farms . These 
, ., figures indicate how rapidly the 
'" ' '" '" shift to specialized commercial 
'II ,,' I. 
' " . .-. '" production has taken place. 
The turkey industry in Utah consists largely of the production 
of young hens and toms for market. In January 1943, only 34,000 
breeder hens were reported on Utah farms; whereas during the 
1942-43 marketing season, 1,163,000 turkeys were produced.4 Most 
producers purchase day-old poults from the hatchery or started 
poul ts from commercial brooders at six to eight weeks of age and 
market the birds when 28 to 34 weeks old. It is not uncommon for 
larger producers to start two or more flocks of poults , but they 
generally keep flocks of different ages separated. 
A relativ ely small proportion of poults purchased are hatched 
within Utah; in 1942 probably not to exceed 15 percent of all poults 
that were brooded were hatched from eggs produced by Utah 
lay ing flocks .5 How ev er , there is a trend in the dev elopment of this 
phase of the industry in the state. Hatcheries of California , O regon, 
and Washington hav e been prov iding practically all of the balance 
of the poults for this area . In the past few years growers have 
been unable to obtain the number of early 'hatched poults desired 
because of limi ted hatching facilities and av ailability of early eggs 
fo r hatching . This heavy demand for early poults could not be 
met by hatcheries and many growers hav e been forced to purchase 
late hatched poul ts in order to get the number desired . 
4Farm production, disposition, and income-turkeys, 1942~43. U . S . Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics. M arch 1944 (mimeo.) . 
. 5According to estimates made by C arl Frischknecht, former ex tension poultry 
husbandman, U tah S tate A gricultural College. 
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Fig. 4. Young poults in a well equipped brooder house. A central heating system 
provides heat for this brooder. Also note the wire sanitary 
facilities adjacent to each feed rack 
- Photo courtesy Buehner: Cinder: Block Co. 
Day-old poults are kept in brooders from five to ten weeks . 
depending on time of hatching. the weather. and practices followed 
on the range. After about 10 days to 2 weeks they are permitted 
to go into runs adjacent to the brooders. Most of these runs are 
elevated above the ground. have wired or slatted floors. and provide 
feed and watering facilities. At the end of the brooding period. 
the birds are moved to the ranges. Those producers who take birds 
from the brooders to the range at early ages generally provide 
colony houses or range shelters where young poults can be 
protected from unfavorable weather conditions and be accustomed 
to range conditions more gradually. Those producers who keep 
poults in the brooder longer than 7 or 8 weeks usually do not 
provide range shelter. 
Fig. 5. Brooder house with outside off~the~ground runs. Such brooding facilities 
provide adequate sunshine and tend to reduce hazards to a minimum 
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The ranges consist of farm fields , pastures, and quite often 
land of little or no value for production of crops or forage of any 
type. Some fields from which grain or hay has been harvested are 
utilized, and a few producers keep the birds on growing alfalfa 
for much of the growing period. The ranges provide an important 
part of the feed consumed by the birds during the growing period 
for less than 10 percent of the flocks. The common practice is 
to place most of the feed consumed before the birds in feeders. 
The feed troughs are moved frequently to new ground, and by 
this method the flock is moved over the available range during the 
growing season. The birds are kept on the range until a few 
weeks before market time; then they are yarded or confined more 
closely for fattening or finishing. 
Few turkey growers have been able to finance the production 
of their turkeys without borrowing. About 70 percent of the grow~ 
ers included in this analysis were financed by commercial banks; 
about 20 percent by feed companies; the other 10 percent by 
government agencies , turkey buying agencies, and the operator 
himself. There are many situations in the state where the financing 
agent also engages in selling poults and feed , and in marketing 
turkeys. This means that in many cases the finance agency may 
also influence the producer as to the source of poults, kind of feed , 
time of marketing, and other important decisions . 
Practically all the commercial crop of turkeys in this state is 
killed and dressed in centrally located processing plants. The 
development of commercial plants for dressing and evisceration 
in the principal producing areas of the state has made economically 
practical the expansion of this enterprise to its present status. 
Within a relatively few years the practice has changed from dress~ 
ing birds for market on the farm where they were dry~picked to 
Fig. 6. A Hock of turkeys ranging on a harvested wheat field . Most turkeys in 
Utah spend the summer on range land similar to that shown in this picture 
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establishment of centrally located semi-scald processing plants and 
more recently to the semi-scald plus wax bath method. Most of 
the processing plants are non-profit organizations owned by the 
growers. 
Turkeys are graded on the basis of government grades and 
standards at the processing plants as they emerge from the cooling 
rooms. Then the birds are weighed, box-packed, and shipped in 
refrigerator cars or trucks to market. According to reports of the 
Utah State Department of Agriculture, 17,600,483 pounds of turkey 
were graded in Utah for the 1942 season (table 4). 
Table 4. Pounds of turkey graded in Utah, by season of marketing 
1940~1941 1941 ~1 942 1942~1943 1943~1944 
pounds pounds pounds pounds 
Pre-season 
-- ---- ---------.----
478,945 670,933 871,956 474,625 
Thanksgiving .............. 4,496,448 4,742,664 7,556,656 4,832,189 
Christmas ...................... 4,291,768 5,280,514 6,111,066 6,246,633 
After Christmas ............ 184,079 2,283.161 3,060,805 6,557,488 
Total ...................... 10,551,240 12,977,272 17,600,483 . 18,110,935 
In the last few years a larger proportion of the turkeys 
produced in Utah has been marketed after the Christmas holiday 
season (table 4). In 1940 less than two percent of birds marketed 
were marketed after Christmas compared with more than one-
third of all birds graded in 1943. This is the result largely of the 
inability of producers to obtain early birds from hatcheries and 
to a lesser extent by increased post-holiday season demands for 
turkeys. The general reaction of producers is that late poults lack 
the vitality and vigor found in early poults. 
About two-thirds of the turkeys marketed in Utah during the 
past few years have graded prime or U. S. Grade A (table 5). Less 
than 5 percent of the marketable birds were commercial. No record 
is available of the number of birds processed and graded that were 
below government standard. 
Table 5. Grade of turkeys marketed in Utah, 1940 to 1943 
Grade 1940~1941 1941 ~ 1942 1942~1943 1943~1944 
percent percent percent percent 
U. S. Grade A (Prime) ............. . 62.2 66.5 61.2 68.5 
U. S. Grade B (Choice) .............. 33.2 29.9 33.9 26.5 
U. S. Grade C (Commercial) ...... 4.6 3.6 4.9 5.0 
Table 6. Number of livestock on turkey farms in selected counties, Utah, 1942 ..... 0\ 
Average number per farm Percentage of farms rep otting 
Kind of 
All livestock All 
Box Elder Cache Sanpete Sevier counties Box Elder Cache Sanpete Sevier counties c: Dairy cows ........ .... 3 7 2 5 4 71 100 68 100 79 >-l 
Other cattle ............ 6 11 14 20 12 47 100 43 100 63 
)-
::I: 
Sheep ...................... 5 2 44 490 99 18 8 32 64 29 >-Hogs ........................ 12 11 4 16 8 59 67 57 73 62 Cl ~ 
Chickens ................ 79 179 21 49 68 47 58 36 73 49 n 
Horses ............... ..... 2 3 3 5 3 65 67 43 100 62 t:: t-< 
Turkeys .................. 2,172 2,887 3,240 2,292 2,757 100 100 100 100 100 >-l t:: 
~ 
No. of farms .......... 17 12 28 11 68 » 
No. with no t-< tI1 livestock but x 
turkeys ................ 2 a 6 a 8 'tI ttl 
~ 
~ 
T able 7. Distribution of acreage on turkey farm s in selected counties, Utah, 1942 ttl Z 
>-l 
N umber of acres per farm Percentage of farms reporting CJ) >-l 
Kind of » 
All All >-l crop 0 Box Elder Cache Sanpete Sevier counties Box Elder Cache Sanpete Sevier counties Z 
Alfalfa .......................... 28 39 19 22 25 76 100 61 100 78 tJ:l 
Other hay ................ .... a a 2 1 1 a a 11 9 6 t:: t-< 
\\Theat .... ... ..... ........... ... 33 25 2 1 13 59 50 25 18 37 t-< ttl 
Barley .. ... ..................... 6 18 5 15 9 53 83 32 82 54 >-l Z Other grain .................. 1 5 3 17 5 25 25 25 46 28 I..>l Cash crops ............ ..... . 7 2 2 5 4 53 25 29 55 38 ...... 
Other land .................... 75 91 109 63 91 100 100 100 100 100 00 
Total land : ................... 150 180 142 124 148 100 100 JOO 100 100 
No. of farms 
withou t crops .. ......... ... 2 a 6 a 8 
Fig. 7. Dressed turkeys being cooled prior to grading and packing. Most Utah 
turkeys are killed and dressed in commercial or farmer~owned processing plants 
RELA TION OF TURKEY ENTERPRISE TO THE 
TOTAL FARM BUSINESS 
WHILE the production of market turkeys was the most important enterprise on all farms included in this study, it was most 
generally associated with the production of other livestock and 
crops (tables 6 and?). All turkey producers cooperating in this 
, study from Cache and Sevier Counties had other farm enterprises; 
whereas 6 of the 28 producers in Sanpete had no other enterprise. 
The average number of livestock for all farms included in the study 
was 4 dairy cows, with 79 percent of all farms reporting cows, and 
12 head of other cattle, with 63 percent of all farms having other 
cattle. Sheep were found on only 29 percent of the farms, and 
most of the sheep were in Sevier County. A few were raised 
on 62 percent a the farms. Because it is believed by some turkey 
men that other poultry are disease carriers they are not found on 
many turkey farms; particularly is this true if they cannot be 
isolated from contact with the turkeys during the brooding and 
rearing period. 
The average acreage of harvested crops per turkey farm in-
17 
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cluded in this study was 57 acres , which is considerably more than 
the average harvested acreage of all farms in the state.6 The largest 
acreage of harvested crops was in alfalfa and 78 percent of the 
farms included in this study reported alfalfa hay harvested. Wheat 
was the most important cereal crop but was grown on only 37 
percent of the farms. Most of the wheat production was con-
centrated in Cache and Box Elder Counties , which are the. two 
most important dry-land wheat producing counties of the state. 
Barley was grown on 54 percent of all the farms and was more 
generally distributed -throughout the sample area than the other 
grains. Acres of cash crops per farm were 4. This acreage con-
sisted of peas , potatoes, fruit , tomatoes , and beets. The other land , 
91 acres per farm ; included pasture, range, idle cropland, fallow , 
and waste. Most of the turkeys used land other than that from 
which crops had been harvested. . 
SIZE OF FLOCKS 
THE average number of turkeys raised to market age by the 49 producers who purchased only day-old poults was 2,661 , which 
was almost 1,000 birds less than the number of poults purchased 
(table 8). The 12 producers who purchased poults already started , 
that is at 5 to 8 weeks of age, raised an average of 2,608 birds. 
The 7 producers with both started and day old poults raised 3,690 
birds to market age. The number of birds raised in mixed flocks 
was larger than that raised in the other groups by the number of 
started poults producers added to those brooded in their own facili-
ties. They purchased 4,032 day old poults and 1,354 poults started 
by someone else but later resold 500 started poults. The average 
number of turkeys raised by the 68 producers cooperating in this 
study was 2,757. 
Table 8. Number of turkeys raised in mixed flocks, 
started and day old flocks, Utah 1942 
Mixed Bocks Started Bocks Day old Bocks All Bocks 
N umber of Bocks ................ 7 
Poults purchased .................. 5,386* 
Turkeys raised ................... _ 3,690 
12 
3,032 
2,608 
49 
3,655 
2,661 
68 
3,723 
2,757 
* An average of 500 poults from the mixed group which amounted to an average 
of 51 poults from all Bocks sold at 8 w eeks of age is not included in the 
number of turkeys raised. 
6The 1939 Census shows an average of 41 acres of land ha rves ted per farm 
in Utah. 
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INVESTMENT IN THE TURKEY ENTERPRISE 
THE production of turkeys involves a limited amount of fixed invested capital per bird. The total in 1942 was less than $1.00 
per bird raised, most of which was invested in brooding houses 
and equipment (table 9). Land investment was low for most of the 
Table 9. Average fixed investment and number of 
turkeys per flock in Utah, 1942 
All Hocks 
Mixed Started Day old Total Per Investment in flocks flocks flocks in turkey 
Hocks raised 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Land 
----------------------- -
404 708 728 691 .25 
Buildings ___________ .. _____ 948 189 972 832 .30 
Equipment ______ ___ _______ 891 387 833 760 .28 Other __ ___ __ .. _______________ 1 5 4 
Total 
---- -- ------ ----
2,243 1,285 2,538 2,287 .83 
Per turkey raised ___ _ 0.61 0.49 0.95 0.83 
Per turkey purchased 0.42 0.42 0.69 0.61 
producers , because they were generally using land poorly suited 
for any other purpose such as unimproved pasture lands. Those 
turkeys raised on improved pasture, or in fields from which crops 
had been harvested, required such a small area per bird that fixed 
investment is a minor element in the production cost. Only that 
owned land which was used exclusively by turkeys was inventoried 
and included in the investments of the turkey enterprise. If crop,.. 
lands were used by the turkeys after crops had been harvested, an 
estimated rental was charged against the enterprise but no value 
was included in the inventory. 
COST OF PRODUCING TURKEYS 
THE average expense incurred in producing turkeys was $10,816 per flock , or $3.92 per bird marketed (table 10). By far the 
majority of these expenses involved direct cash payments, and 
only a small part was for interest on fixed capital or depreciation 
of capital. Feed costs amounted to 58 percent, poults to 22 percent, 
and labor an additional 10 percent of the total. These three items 
made up about 90 percent of all costs of production. Costs of 
equipment , including fuel for brooding , and interest on invest-
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Table 10. Total expenses pel' flock and pel' tUl'key l'aised, Utah, 1942 
Per Hock Per bird raised 
Item of expense Price Percent 
Quantity per Total Quantity Total of 
unit value value total 
Scratch grains __ __ 1,601 cwt. $1.59 $2,551 58.1Ibs. $0.93 23.6 
Mash ___ ________ _______ 1,422 cwt. 2.50 3,552 51.6Ibs. 1.29 32.8 
Miscellaneous 
feeds 64 cwt. 1.47 94 2.3lbs. 0.03 0.9 
Pasture _________ _____ 57 0.02 0.5 
Total feeds ____ 3,087 cwt. $2.01 * $6,254 112.0Ibs. $2.27 57.8 
Man labor ___ ___ ____ 365 days $3.10 $1,102 1.29 hrs. $0.40 10.2 
Poults ___________ _______ 3,723 0.64 2,387 1.35 0.86 22.1 
Grit 
----- ------.------- . 52 cwt. 0.39 20 1.9 lbs. 0.01 0.2 Rent ____________ ___ _____ 24 0.01 0.2 
Interest ______________ __ 331t 0.12 3.1 
Taxes ___ ___________ __ __ 35 0.01 0.3 
Insurance ________ ___ _ 35 0.01 0.3 
Improvements ___ _ 54 0.02 0.5 
Equipment _______ ___ 460:j: 0.17 4.2 
Medicines 
--------- -
28 0.01 0.3 
Litter 
--- ---------------
20 0.01 0.2 
Miscellaneous 
--- -
66 0.02 0.6 
Total _______ _____ -- $10,816 $3.92 100.0 
* Exclusive of pasture 
tIncludes interest on fixed capital at 5 percent and also the amounts paid as inter~ 
est for the use of operating money. 
:j: Includes costs for operating and depreciation of brooding equipment and trucks 
and auto, and other equipment. 
ments were the other less important items of expense amounting 
to 7.4 percent of the total , and all other items of cost were less than 
3 percent. 
An average of 308,700 pounds of feed was fed per flock which 
amounted to 112 pounds per bird. Of this , 58 pounds per bird was 
in scratch grains and about 52 pounds in mash. The whole grain 
was mostly wheat with some barley and lesser quantities of oats 
and corn. The miscellaneous feeds of 2.3 pounds per bird con-
sisted largely of alfalfa., The quantities and costs of feed fed include 
all home grown feeds as well as those purchased. The purchased 
feeds were included at the actual cost after allowance was made 
for credits for return of bags or patronage dividends. The farm-
produced feeds were included at the then current farm prices of 
the particular feeds. The average price for the whole grains and 
mash was $1.59 and $2.50 per hundred pounds, respectively. An 
estimate of the cash v alue of pasture obtained on the farm was 
made by the operator , and this cost is carried in the expenses ; bu t 
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no effort was made to estimate the quantity of pasture feed con~ 
sumed. However, it is recognized that flocks on green pasture 
get a considerable portion of their feed from this source. 
The cost of labor includes the value of the time spent by the 
operator and by members of his family , as well as hired labor. The 
rate of pay charged for family labor was arbitrarily set at $3 per 
day, which was about the average wage paid for hired labor to 
work with turkeys during the production period covered by this 
study. In all cases where board was furnished hired employees, 
the cost was included in the wages paid. 
An average of 64 cents each was paid for all poults. The cost 
of day old poults ranged from 40 to 60 cents each and averaged 
52 cents, while the cost of started poults ranged from 75 cents to 
$1.35 'each, depending largely on the season and the age at which 
the poults were delivered. 
Because most of the turkeys were started as day old poults, 
the total cost and the distribution of the costs for the flocks started 
as day old poults were similar to the costs for all flocks (table 11). 
Table 11. Costs per turkey raised in mixed flocks, 
started and day old flocks , Utah, 1942 
Item 
Feed costs ______ __ ________ _____ ______ _ 
Labor costs _______ _______ __ _______ ____ _ 
Poult costs _____ ______ ___ _____________ _ 
Equipment and 
improvements _____ ___ _____ _ 
Interest costs ______ ____ __ ___________ _ 
Miscellaneous ___ _________ ________ _ _ 
Total costs _______________ ____ _ 
Mixed 
Bocks 
dollars 
2.28 
0.36 
1.02 
0.18 
0.12 
0.09 
4.05 
Started 
Bocks 
dollars 
2.11 
0.27 
1.34 
0.11 
0.09 
0.08 
4.00 
Day old 
Bocks 
dollars 
2_28 
0.44 
0.72 
0.20 
0.13 
0.11 
3.88 
All 
flocks 
dollars 
2.27 
0.40 
0_86 
0.19 
0.12 
0.08 
3.92 
The total costs per bird raised and per pound of turkey produced 
for the flocks with started poults averaged somewhat higher than 
for those with day old poults. What was saved in lower labor, 
feed, equipment and improvements , and interest costs was more 
than offset by higher costs for started poults. The producers of 
mixed flocks had the highest cost per bird, $4.05, while those who 
began with started poults had the highest cost per pound of turkey 
produced. It is reasonably evident that those who purchased 
started poults paid more than the original cost of the poults plus 
the cost of brooding. .Some profit no doubt accrued to the people 
who brooded ·the poults. 
22 UTAH AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION BULLETIN 318 
The range in total costs per bird among all producers was from 
$2.75 to $5.27, and in total costs per pound 17!O cents to 36.7 cents. 
Nearly half, 46 percent, of the producers had costs between $3.75 
and $4.25 per bird (fig. 8). Only three producers had costs of less 
than $3.25, and only six had costs of more than $4.75 per bird. 
Two of the producers with costs under $3.25 per bird raised, 
ranged their turkeys out for a part of the year. On the basis of 
costs per pound 18 producers had costs between 17 and 21 cents; 
26 had costs between 21 and 25 cents; 19 were between 25 and 
29 cents; and 5 had costs of more than 29 cents. 
!Jots. Per 
8~~~-.--'---'-~---.--.--'---r--.---r-~--'---r-~6 
. 5~----~----~------+------+------r------r-,r--; 
4~----~----~------+---~ .. ~~--r------r----~ 
'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~I~~~~ 
m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ro 
ProducBrS Ranked Ae.cordint} 10 Pr.oducfion Costs 
Fig. 8. Variation in the cost of producing a turkey in 1942. The range in the 
total cost of producing a turkey was frO'm $2.75 to' $5.27, and 
the average CO'st was $3.92 
RBCEIPTS FROM THE TURKEY ENTERPRISE 
T'HE average poundage of marketable turkey meat produced was 46,411 pounds per flock (table 12). Some birds below com-
mercial grade were processed but were not included in the total 
weight produced, for they had no market value. The average price 
received for turkeys was 36.4 cents per pound. Birds that may 
have been eaten by the operator's family or given away were in-
cluded as sold and were valued at the price per pound received 
for all turkeys sold after paying marketing and processing costs. 
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Table 12. Average receipts pel' flock trom turkey enterprise, Utah, 1942 
Average Percentage of total Total Source of income Weight price per 
value Pounds Gross pound of turkey receipts 
pounds cents dollars percent percent 
Toms, prime grade .... .......... 17,478 36.1 6,307 37.6 37.1 
Toms, choice grade .............. 9,828 35.1 3,447 21.2 20.2 
Toms, commercial grade ...... 1,101 32.8 361 2.4 2.1 
Toms, all grades .................... 28,407 35.6 10,115 61.2 59.4 
Hens, prime grade ................ 13,740 38.3 5,264 29.6 30.9 
Hens, choice grade ................ 3,551 36.8 1,305 7.7 7.6 
Hens, commercial grade ........ 335 33.9 114 0.7 0.7 
Hens, all grades .................... 17,626 37.9 6,683 38.0 39.2 
Mixed sex and grade ............ 378 32.5 123 0.8 0.7 
All turkeys ............ ______ __ 46,411 36.4 16,921 100.0 99.3 
Miscellaneous receipts __ .. __ .. __ 0.3 123 0.7 
Total gross receipts __ __________ .. 46,411 36.7 17,044 100.0 
Processing costs __ .. ______ .... ______ 46,4 11 3.0 1,396 8.2 
Freight and icing __________________ 46.411 0.5 251 1.5 
Misc. marketing costs ____ .. __ .. 3 
Total deductions __________ .. ________ 46,411 3.5 1,650 9.7 
Net receipts __________ ________ __ .... ____ 46,411 33.2 15,394 90.3 
All of the turkeys were processed in commercial processing 
plants for which the growers paid a set fee per pound of bird 
processed. This processing fee generally covered hauling to the 
plant, killing and dressing, grading and packing, and loading on 
cars. The fee was not uniform for all plants or the same through~ 
out the entire season but averaged three cents per pound of market~ 
able turkey. Ceiling prices for turkeys were set by the Office of 
Price Administration. The market price tended to be at the estab~ 
lished ceiling; so most of the variation in the receipts resulted from 
differences in grades and weights of birds. Large birds , over 20 
pounds, were sold at a discount; hens sold at a higher price than 
toms of comparable grade. Although hens sold for about 2 cents 
per pound more than toms, on the average, the toms brought about 
sixty percent of the income. 
The only sources of receipts were from the sale of turkeys 
and collection of insurance for losses. Most of the birds were sold 
at time of processing to buyers £.o.b. the processing plant. How~ 
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ever, some were sold under marketing agreement and contract 
and shipped to markets where the settlement made was based on 
central market price less cost of freight, icing, and other marketing 
costs. The number sold under contract, however, was relatively 
small; and when the expense for freight and icing was allocated 
against all birds , it amounted to only a half cent per pound. The 
total expenses for processing and marketing were 3.5 cents per 
pound, or just slightly less than 10 percent of the sale price. The 
net receipts to the producer averaged 33.2 cents per pound , or a 
total of $15,394. 
Nearly all turkeys were sold according to the grades of the 
United States Department of Agriculture. Of the total pounds 
about two~thirds were prime or top grade, and only about three 
percent was in the lowest grade. The differences between the 
prices paid per pound for hens and toms were greatest in the prime 
or top grade and least in the lowest grade. Also the spread between 
the top and the bottom grades was greater for hens than for toms. 
Of the total of 2,757 birds raised per flock , 1,382 or 50 percent 
were sold as hens; and 1,347 or 49 percent were sold .as toms (table 
Fig. 9. Grading Utah turkeys. Nearly all Utah turkeys are graded and sold 
according to the grade standards of the U . S . Department of Agriculture 
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13). Two flocks of sexed toms are included in these figures, or the 
proportion of the flock would have run more hens. The sex and 
grade of the other 1 percent is unknown ; this group consists of 
turkeys eaten by the family and those sold alive at the farm. Of 
the hens, 76 percent was in the prime grade, compared to 58 per~ 
cent for the toms. The average weight of the toms was 21.1 pounds 
compared to 12.8 pounds for the hens, a difference of 8.3 pounds. 
The difference in weight between the sexes was greatest for the 
top grades. Also for both toms and hens the top grades were 
considerably heavier than the poor grades. This difference 
amounted to 5.5 pounds between toms of prime and commercial 
grades. 
Table 13. Average number per flock and average weight and value 
per turkey of each sex and market grade, Utah, 1942 
Number Weight Value Percentage Percentage 
of each of Sex and market grade of per per 
sex in total turkeys bird bird each class birds 
number pounds dollars percent percent 
Toms, prime ______ ____ ____ _____ ___ 779 22.4 8.10 58 29 
Toms, choice 
--------------- -----
503 19.6 6.86 37 18 
Toms, commercial ____ ___ _____ 65 16.9 5.53 5 2 
Toms, all ___ ______ ___ ____ ____ ___ __ ___ 1,347 21.1 7.51 100 49 
Hens, prime __ ______________ ____ ____ 1,052 13.1 5.01 76 38 
Hens, choice _________ ___ __________ 299 11.9 4.36 22 11 
Hens, commercial __ ____________ 31 10,.8 3.67 2 1 
Hens, all ____ __ __ __ __ ___ _______ ______ 1,382 12.8 4.84 100 50 
Mixed sex and ungraded __ 28 13.2 4.30 
Total and average _________ ___ 2,757 16.8 6.14 100 
The average sale price of all birds was $6.14. The range was 
from $8.10 for prime toms to $3.67 for commercial hens. The 
amount that a bird sold for was affected by the weight, grade, 
and price per pound. The largest birds were in the higher grades 
and brought the highest price per pound. 
PROFITS FROM THE TURKEY ENTERPRISE 
AFTER paying all expenses including wages for their own and family labor, and interest on personally invested capital, the pro ... 
ducers had left from their turkey enterprise an average of $4,578 
per operator (table 14). This amounted to $1.66 per turkey raised 
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Table 14. Summary of expenses, receipts, and pcofits lcom 
different types of turkey enterprises, Utah, 1942 
Item 
Net receipts* ........... ................ . 
Total expenses .................... ..... . 
Profit .......................... ............. . 
Net receipts ............ ................. . 
Total expenses ......................... . 
P rofit ......................................... . 
Net receipts ....... ...................... . 
Total expenses ....................... . 
Profit ......................................... . 
Mixed 
Hocks 
dollars 
21,050 
14,938 
6,113 
5.71 
4.05 
1.66 
.348 
.247 
.101 
Started Day old 
Hocks Hocks 
dollars dollars 
per Hock 
13,160 15,133 
10,429 10,322 
2,731 4,811 
Per turkey raised 
5.05 
4.00 
1.05 
5.69 
3.88 
1.81 
Per pound of turkey 
.325 
.258 
.067 
.330 
.225 
.105 
All 
Hocks 
dollars 
15,394 
10,816 
4,578 
5.58 
3.92 
1.66 
.332 
.233 
.099 
*Net receipts are the gross receipts less processing and marketing costs. See 
table 12. 
and 9.9 cents per pound. Seldom is an agricultural enterprise so 
profitable. Furthermore, it should not be assumed that turkey 
production has always been or will be so profitable in the future. 
These large profits are primarily the result of favorable current 
price relationships . The profits for any individual producer varied 
with the size of his enterprise and the efficiency with which it was 
operated. However, only one operator out of the 68 failed to make 
a profit. The range in profits was from $18,396 to a loss of $761 
for the producers included in this study. 
Primarily because of larger businesses the operators of the 
mixed flocks had the largest profits of any group. However , as 
measured by either profits per bird or per pound of turkey raised, 
they were not so efficient as those that started with day old poults. 
The least profitable of the types of operators was those with started 
poults. This resulted from smaller businesses and also from being 
less efficient in many production factors. They had the highest 
mortality on the range, the smallest birds , and the lowest propor~ 
tion of birds in the top grade. Because the poults in this group and 
part of the poults in the mixed flock group were partly grown 
when purchased, the data on feed consumption, total mortality 
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and labor are not directly comparable with data for the group 
that started with day old poults . 
Some of the primary factors influencing the profits from 
producing turkeys are compared for the various types of operating 
practices in table 15. 
Table 15. Comparison of various factors related 
to turkey production in Utah, 1942 
Item Unit Mixed Started Day old All Bocks Bocks Bocks Bocks 
Mash cost per cwt. __________ ____ dollars 2.57 2.50 2.48 2.50 
Grain and scratch cost 
per cwt. ________________________ do_ 1.60 1.62 1.59 1.59 
All feed cost per cwt. ___ _____ do. 2.01 2.02 2.00 2.01 
Mash and scratch per bird __ pounds 111 103 111 110 
All feed per bird ___ _______________ do. 114 104 114 112 
Feed per pound turkey 
raised __ ______ ___ _____________ ___ _ do. 6.94 6.71 6.59 6.65 
Average weight of hens ____ do. 12.6 12.2 12.9 12.8 
Average weight of toms ____ do. 20.3 19.5 21.6 21.1 
Age at market of birds ______ _ . days 213 214 219 217 
Hens grading prime ____ _______ percent 78 61 80 76 
Toms grading prime ___ _______ do. 62 38 61 58 
Brooding mortality __ _____ _____ do. 16.3 18.7 18.3 
Range mortality* ___ __ ________ ___ do. 12.7 14.0 10.5 11.4 
Labor per bird ______ __ _____________ . hours 1.20 0.86 1.41 1.29 
Operator's experience 
raising turkeys ____________ years 7.7 3.0 6.4 5.9 
Profit per bird ___ ___ ___ ____________ _ dollars 1.66 1.05 1.81 1.66 
*Based on the poults put on the range and not on the number purchased. 
Producers lost 18.3 percent of poults purchased during the 
brooding period, and 11.4 percent of the poults put on the range 
were lost before market time. Some producers lost over 50 percent 
of the poults they started, and others lost as low as 5 percent. It 
was the growers' opinion that this loss was not always the result 
of poor management on their part. They contended that the vitality 
of some of the delivered poults was low, and that some deliveries 
of poults were afflicted with contagious disease at time of delivery. 
Complaint of low vitality in poults comes most frequently from 
growers purchasing poults after June . 
Labor requirements for turkeys are not high. Each bird raised 
required about one and one~quarter man hours . The requirement 
per bird raised for flocks starting with day old poults was 1.4 hours 
and was less than one hour per bird for flocks with started poults. 
The labor required per bird raised is related to the size of the flock 
with large flocks using labor most efficiently. 
28 UTAH A GRICULTURAL E XPERIME NT STATIO N BULLETIN 318 
ANALYSIS ,OF SOME FACTORS AFFECTING COSTS 
AND RETURNS OF TURKEY ENTERPRISE 
THE analysis of factors affecting the efficiency and financial suc-cess of the turkey enterprise has been restricted in some cases 
to the 49 growers purchasing day old poults . Mortality , feed 
consumption, and labor requirements are not comparable between 
groups; thus it would be quite difficult if pot impossible to analyze 
accurately all the flock records where these items are involved. 
However, the same relationships found to exist for the 49 flocks 
will undoubtedly hold for all producers. 
Inasmuch as the primary objective of all farmers is to obtain 
the maximum income from their entire business, turkeys and other 
enterprises combined, it is difficult to set one figure up as a standard 
of financial success for an enterprise. The amount of income avail-
able to the operator is determined by the size of his enterprise as 
well as by the efficiency of production or the profit made per bird 
raised. The cost of producing a pound of turkey is a good measure 
of efficiency for flocks of comparable grade; but the low cost 
producer will not be financially successful unless he also has a 
large volume of production. Generally a large volume of produc-
tion results in relatively lower unit cost. 
The size of the flock or of the turkey enterprise can be measured 
by the number of poults purchased, or the number raised , or the 
pounds of meat produced. The number of poults purchased limits 
the size of the enterprise; but the relative number of birds raised , 
the average weight per bird, and grade of birds marketed, cost 
of production and market price will determine the ultimate success 
of the producer (table 16). 
The third of the producers with the largest flocks made a 
profit of $7,113 per flock from 3,868 turkeys; the smaller flocks had 
a profit of $3,032 from 1,586 turkeys . The increased income re-
sulted from a larger number of birds, since the smaller flocks were 
more profitable by 7 cents a bird; but the profit per pound of turkey 
produced was the same for both groups. The larger producers 
were more efficient in their use of labor and were able to purchase 
feed at slightly less cost per hundredweight and were able to 
distribute other costs over more birds and consequently reduce 
those costs per unit; but there was a tendency for larger flocks 
to suffer heav ier mortality. The increased mortality of larger 
flocks just about offset the economies or advantages in operation 
that were mentioned. Probably one factor contributing to lighter 
loss of small flocks was personal attention of the operator , while 
larger producers were more dependent upon hired labor. 
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Table 16. R elation of size of flock to earnings and other 
factors from turkey production in Utah, 1942 
Size of flock Percent- Man Experience Tota l ProRt 
age labor rai s ing costs per 
Range A verage morta li ty per turkeys per turkey 
turkey turkey 
number percent hours years dollars dollars 
Smallest third ____ 1,586 19.2 1.5 5 3.94 1.91 
Middle third ______ 2,357 23.6 1.5 7 4.01 1.67 
Largest third ______ 3,868 31.3 1.3 9 3.79 1.84 
Averag e, all 
flocks _______ ___ 2,661 27.2 1.4 6 3.88 1.81 
Mortality Rates 
29 
Proht 
from 
turkey 
enterprise 
dollars 
3,032 
3,947 
7,113 
4,811 
The percentage of the original poults raised and placed on the 
market influences costs and profits. Dead turkeys and turkeys 
grading below commercial are a " dead loss" since they produce 
no income to offset costs of production incurred. The mortality in 
some flocks was as high as 50 percent, and one producer lost more 
than 60 percent of poults purchased; for this producer costs of 
production per turkey exceeded receipts. Mortality is dependent 
on inherent quality of the poults; that is , vigor and vitality, breed~ 
ing and freedom from disease , and also on the care and feeds 
given throughout the life of the bird. Many growers complained 
of receiving low vitality birds. 
The average rate of mortality in the third of the flocks with the 
greatest loss was 41 percent compared with a loss of slightly more 
than 12 percent for low mortality flocks (table 17). The profits 
per bird raised were $1.52 for the groups with the highest mortality 
and $2.03 per bird for the flocks with low death losses. This 
Table 17. R elation of mortality rate to profits and other 
fa ctors in turkey production in Utah, 1942 
Percentage mortality Experience Percent- Man P ou lt cost Total ProAt labor 
o f operator age per per turkey costs per per 
Range A verage with turkeys mash turkey raised turkey turkey 
percent years percent hours dollars dollars dollars 
Lowest third _______ ___ 12.4 7.0 53 1.3 0.60 3.70 2.03 
Middle third __________ 23.4 7.2 49 1.4 0.71 3.87 1.86 
Highest third ________ 41.0 4.6 38 1.5 0.85 4.07 1.52 
A verage, a ll flocks 27.0 6.4 47 1.4 0.72 3.88 1.81 
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difference of 51 cents per bird resulted from 37 cents greater costs 
and 14 cents less income. The greater costs arose largely from 
having to buy and to feed and care for more poults for a given num~ 
ber of birds marketed. The operators with the highest death losses 
had to buy 1.7 poults for each bird marketed while the lowest only 
had to buy 1.1 poults. The difference amounted to 25 cents per 
bird sold. Feed and labor costs accounted for the remainder of the 
difference. The fact that the turkeys sold from the high mortality 
flocks brought less than the others is probably not related to rates 
of mortality as such, but quite likely the two factors are both asso~ 
ciated with the same casual factors . 
So many factors may influence the rate of mortality in turkeys 
that it is not possible in a study of this kind to determine causes. 
However, it is possible to determine some factors that were asso~ 
ciated with death loss which may have contributed to the mortality 
rate. The fact that a factor was associated does not necessarily 
prove that it was even a contributing influence but it is suggestive. 
The operators of flocks in which large losses occurred had had less 
experience with turkeys than those with low or moderate losses. 
However, those with moderate losses were slightly more experi~ 
enced than those with low losses. ' 
Rates of mortality were also associated with the proportion, 
by weight, of the total feed fed that was mash. The proportions 
were 53, 49, and 38 percent, respectively, for the groups of low, 
intermediate, and high mortality. In pounds of mash this would 
be 59, 46, and 43 pounds, respectively. The total pounds of feed 
fed per turkey were essentially the same for all three groups. When 
the records were sorted into three groups on the basis of the 
proportion of the feed that was in the form of mash, a similar 
relation was shown. The percentage of mash averaged 36, 50, 
and 61 for the three groups, or about 41, 56, and 70 pounds of 
mash per bird raised . The mortality rates were 33, 26, and 21 per ... 
cent, respectively. These data should not be interpreted as mean ... 
ing the differences in rations were necessarily responsible for the 
difference in death loss. 
Some producers have expressed the opinion that flocks that 
suffer heavy death loss in the brooding period are so weakened 
that heavy death losses generally result' on the range, and also 
that the average size and grade of the remaining birds will be 
lessened. The data collected in this study do not verify this opinion 
(table 18). These data show that the rate of mortality in the 
brooder had no significant affect upon the mortality during the 
range period or upon the weight or grade of the birds marketed. 
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T able 18. R elation of percent mortality during brooding to 
other factors in turkey production, Utah, 1942 
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percent number percent pounds percent dollars sq . ft . dollars 
Less than 10 percenL __ 6.1 2,791 10.6 17.2 70.1 0.68 0.56 1.94 
10 to 19 __ __ ___ ___________ ____ __ 14.6 3,621 10.3 17.3 70.6 0.74 0.51 1.88 
19 and more ____________ ____ 29.1 4.500 10.6 17.2 69.0 0.66 0.38 1.64 
Average all Hocks ______ 18.7 3,655 10.5 17.2 69.9 0.68 0.48 1.81 
"" 0 a. 
t;; 
'0 
E-< 
dollars 
4.552 
5,227 
4,664 
4,811 
E very line of analysis of the problem of death losses shows 
that the larger losses in the brooding period occurred in the larger 
flocks ; and also that there was a direct relationship between rate 
of brooder mortality and brooding space per poult. During the 
period on range the larger flocks did not have significantly larger 
losses than the small ones. This suggests that the crowding of ' 
brooding facilities in order to increase the size of the unit influ~ 
enced, directly or indirectly, the mortality rates. The data in table 
18 also show that profits per bird decreased enough with increasing 
death los§es that total profits were nearly as great for the flocks 
with low losses as for the flocks with heavy losses , even though 
they purchased 1,709 birds less. 
Without doubt one factor contributing to heavy brooder 
mortality is the source of poults . Most poults are purchased from 
hatcheries located in the Pacific Coast states, and it normally 
requires more than one day before the poults are put in the brooder. 
It is the opinion of producers that poults could be raised with less 
loss if the time getting the poults on feed and water was reduced. 
Furthermore, Utah, has been unable, until the 1944 season, to 
control shipments of pullorum infected poults into the state. The 
present pullorum law should do much to reduce past losses from 
this disease. 
The demand for early poults in Utah and other producing 
areas has been greater than the ability of hatcheries to supply; thus 
there has been a forced shift to the production of more post~season 
birds. The demand for poults has made it possible for hatcheries 
to sell all poults they could hatch and sell them much later in the 
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season than usual. The turkey producers were unanimous in their 
opinion that poults purchased after the first of July lack the vigor 
and vitality of those purchased during the normal season. Experi~ 
ence has shown that it is much more difficult to maintain satisfactory 
brooding conditions after July. During the past two seasons almost 
one~third of turkeys marketed were processed after Christmas; 
whereas in 1940 just a little more than 12 percent of turkeys were 
marketed after Christmas. 
Feeding Costs and Practices 
The cost of feed was the most important of all costs , as it made 
up about 60 percent of the total. The total feed cost depends upon 
the amount of feed fed , the proportion that is mash and scratch, 
and also upon the price paid per hundredweight of mash and 
scratch, which in turn is influenced somewhat by the services ob~ 
tained with the feed . These factors influence not only the total 
cost of feed , but also the feed and total cost of production per 
turkey. The average cost per hundredweight of all feed was 
$2.00 but it ranged from $1.73 to $2.70. The cost of mash varied 
from $1.96 to $3.90, and scratch grains from $1.45 to $1.82. While 
no attempt was made to obtain a chemical analysis of the feeding 
value of any feeds, it is evident that the prices paid for feed were 
not proportional to the real feed value and also that the price paid 
per hundredweight was one of the big factors determining the 
profits from the enterprise (table 19). Not only did the turkeys 
fed on the most expensfve feeds cost the most, but they also sold 
for an average of only $5.34 each compared with $6.00 for the birds 
produced on low price feeds . The average profits were $1.34 and 
$2.22 per bird for birds fed high price feeds and low~priced feeds , 
respectively. 
Table 19. R.elation at prices paid tor teed to cost at production 
and profits per turkey raised, Utah, 1942 
C ost per cw t. o f feed Cost per Cos t per F eed To ta l Rece ip ts Profit Profit pe r 
cw t. of cwt . of cos t per cos t pe r per per pound of 
Ra ng e A verage mash scra tch feed turk ey tu rkey turkey tu rkey turkey 
dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Lowest third __ 1.78 2.16 150 2.16 3.78 6.00 2.22 0.123 
Middle third .... 1.97 2.33 1.60 2.30 3.86 5.69 1.83 0.107 
Highest third .. 2.32 3.08 1.70 2.40 4.00 5.34 1.34 0.082 
Average .......... 2.00 2.48 1.59 2.28 3.88 5.69 1.81 0.105 
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It should not be inferred from the above data that because the 
birds fed high priced feeds brought less receipts than the others 
that the high priced feeds were actually less desirable. This mayor 
may not be true. The difference in value of the birds may have 
resulted from differences in feeding practices which apparently 
were influenced by the relative cost of the feed. The feeders of 
high priced feeds marketed birds at 212 days; whereas those feed-
ing low cost feeds kept birds an average of 227 days (table 20). 
Table 20. Relation of prices paid tor feed to feeding practices 
for turkey production, Utah, 1942 
Price of feed per cwt. Total Mash Scratch Propor~ Age of 
feed fed fed per fed per tionoffeed birds at 
Range Average per turkey turkey turkey as mash market 
dollars pounds pounds pounds percent days 
Lowest third ________ 1.78 121 54 63 45 227 
Middle third ____ ____ 1.97 116 58 56 50 216 
Highest third __ __ __ __ 2.32 103 47 54 45 212 
Average all Hocks 2.00 114 53 58 47 219 
Also there was a difference of 18 pounds of feed per bird in the 
total amount of feed fed. Apparently the high cost of feed led to 
reduction in the amount fed per turkey and influenced producers 
to market birds before they were properly finished. The result 
of this was the production of lighter birds of less desirable grade 
and consequently lower value. Several of the producers feeding 
high cost feeds ranged their flocks out for a part of the season , 
which partially accounts for the 18 pounds difference in feed fed 
per turkey raised. 
Those producers who fed the most feed per bird produced 
the largest birds, had the highest proportion of them in the top 
grade, and also made the largest profit per bird (table 21) . Be-
tween the third of the producers that fed the least amount of feed 
and the third that fed the most, there was a difference of 2.2 pounds 
per bird in averag~ weight and a difference between 60 and 75 
percent of the birds in the top grade. Because of differences in the 
prices paid for mash and scratch , the larger quantity of feed 
actually cost less than feed fed by the group feeding the least. The 
quantity of feed fed had no noticeable affect upon death losses_ 
In general the producers who fed expensive mash also paid 
above average prices for the scratch grains fed . However , the 
differences in cost were not nearly so great as in the case of mash. 
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Table 21. Relation of pounds of feed per turkey raised 
to profits and other factors 
Pounds of feed fed Mash Average Birds Total Age at Profits fed per weight of in prime 
Range Average bird birds sold grade mortality market per bird 
pounds pounds pounds percent percent days dollars 
Lowest third .. 93 44 16.1 60 28 217 1.63 
Middle third .... 112 56 17.1 74 25 216 1.82 
Highest third .. 132 59 18.3 75 28 223 1.95 
Average all 
flocks ...... 114 53 17.2 70 27 219 1.81 
Those who fed the expensive mash appeared to feed it sparingly 
and to feed larger quantities of scratch grains (table 22). The 
total quantity o.f feed fed was about the same. The flocks that were 
fed small proportions of mash-average 36 percent-sustained 
higher death loss, produced smaller birds, and with a smaller part 
of them in top grade compared with those fed larger proportions 
of mash feed. The indications are that under the conditions of 
1942 it did not pay to reduce the quantity of mash. The profits 
per bird averaged $1.38, $1.85, and $2.01 for those feeding small, 
medium, and larger quantities of mash. 
A few producers, six in number, mixed all or a considerable 
portion of the mash fed. Some purchased starting mash but mixed 
the growing mash. The profits for this group averaged $2.15 
per bird raised. For these producers it was not possible to measure 
the quantity of mash fed, as part of the grains purchased were 
mixed into mash. However, the practice of home mixing of mashes 
was apparently profitable. As compared with average, they fed 
Table 22. Relation of proportion by weight of total feed in 
form of mash to profits and various factors 
Proportion as ma sh 
F eed fed T o ta l 
A verage Birds Cos t pe r Pront 
Records we ight in prim e cwt. o f per 
Ra ng e A verage per bird mor ta lity per bird g rad e mash bird 
pounds pound s number pounds p ercent pound s perce nt d ollars dollars 
Less than 44 .... 36 15 114 33 16.9 64 3.00 1.38 
44 ~ 53 .............. 50 14 112 26 17.3 69 2.50 1.85 
54 or more ....... . 61 14 114 21 17.4 79 2.17 2.01 
Mixed own ...... 6 117 30 17.5 69 2.15 
Average all 
flocks 
--------
49 114 27 17.2 70 2.48 1.81 
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just slightly more feed , had higher than average death losses , but 
had larger birds and an average proportion in the top grade. Their 
cost of all feed was lowest of any group, $1.82 per hundredweight. 
This , however, does not include the cost of labor for mixing the 
mash , but this cost of labor is included in the total labor costs . 
F ig. 10. Top grade tom and hen turkeys of the ty pe commonly produced only a 
few years ago. These birds a re fa r from equal to the top quality 
birds of today. Compare w ith birds shown in Figure 11 
With so many variable factors involved in the analysis of the 
relation of feeding to profits , and so few records , it is not possible 
to determine exactly which factor was responsible for the results 
obtained. Apparently the price paid per hundredweight of feed , 
the age of the birds when marketed, the total pounds of feed fed 
per bird, the pounds of mash fed per bird; and the percentage of 
mash in the ration are all interrelated. From the analysis , howev er , 
one fact seems clear; it is that the producers who purchased feed 
a t the low est price made the lar·gest profits , and producers w ho 
mixed their own growing mashes produced turkeys with the 
lowest cost and most profit. 
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Average Weight Per Bird 
The average weight of turkeys marketed was closely associated 
with profits per bird (table 23) . The seventeen producers of the 
lightest birds made $1.17 profit per bird while the fourteen pro-
Fig. 11. Top grade tom turkeys of the broad-breasted type commonly produced 
in Utah today. The development of this superior type bird has been 
an important factor in increasing the demand for turkey meat 
ducers of the heaviest birds had profits of $2.24 per bird. The 
average weight per bird is influenced by the breeding of the birds 
as well as the care given them. The data in table 23 show the final 
weight to have been associated with the percentage of toms in the 
flock , the age of the birds , and the total amount of feed fed per 
bird. Also there was a high correlation between the weight and 
the percentage in prime grade. Thus the producer of the lar·ger 
birds not only had more birds to sell but also received a slightly 
higher price per pound because of the better grade. However , 
birds weighing over twenty-pounds brought a lower price per 
pound than smaller birds of the same sex and grade. 
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T able 23 . R elation at average weight per bird to profits and other factors 
Weight per bird Bird Ag e Feed Total Receipts Profi t 
in prime in at fed per co t per per per 
Range A verage grade flock market bird bird bird bird 
pounds pounds percent percent days pounds dollars dollars dollars 
14.0 to 16.2 ... . 15.5 58.0 46.6 212 100 3.91 5.08 1.17 
16.3 to 17.6 .... 17.0 70.4 47.2 221 112 3.75 5.63 1.88 
17.61 to 23.0 .. 18.5 79.0 50.0 223 125 3.88 6.12 2.24 
Average a ll 
flocks * 
- ---- -
17.2 69.9 49.7 219 114 3.88 5.69 1.81 
* Includes two flocks of sexed toms that are not included in the three groups above. 
The extra feed and labor needed to produce the larger and 
better finished birds were well used from the economic point of 
v iew. The total costs were not greatly different between the groups 
Fig. 12. Government inspectors examine a case of Utqh turkeys. The production 
of top grade turkeys was much more profitable than the 
production of turkeys of lower grades 
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with small and large birds because of the more expensive feeds 
fed to the smaller birds. 
Percentage of Birds in Prime Grade 
Another factor that influenced profits from turkey production was 
the percentage of the flock in the top or prime grade (table 24). 
As pOinted out above the grade and weight of turkeys are inter~ 
Table 24. Relation of percentage of turkeys in prime grade 
to profits and other factors 
Percentage in Average Average Feed fed Total Total Profits prime grade 
weight age at per cost receipts per 
Range Average per bird market bird per bird per bird bird 
percent pounds days pounds dollars dollars dollars 
Lowest third ___ ___ 51 16.0 215 102 3.85 5.23 1.38 
Middle third ___ ___ 72 17.3 221 120 4.06 5.72 1.66 
Highest third ____ 83 18.2 220 117 3.75 6.02 2.27 
Average all 
Hocks _____ ____ _ 70 17.2 219 114 3.88 5.69 1.81 
related. Thus a part of the difference in profits as shown here is 
a result of larger birds as well as of better grade. However, the 
third of the producers that had more than 78 percent of their 
turkeys in the prime grade realized $2.27 profit per bird, while 
those with less than 63 percent in the top grade made only $1.38 
profit. The difference was largely in the sale price as the costs 
per bird were not greatly different. The birds that graded highest 
were a few days older and had received more feed than those that 
graded lowest. However, this may not have been the determining 
factor, as the intermediate group was the oldest and received the 
most feed of all. 
Method of Sale 
Of the 68 turkey producers whose records were used in this study, 
52 sold their turkeys to cash buyers f.o.b. at the processing plant. 
Of the others, 15 sold under a marketing contract that specified 
that payment should be based on central market prices minus trans-
portation and refrigeration and other specified costs. One producer 
sold part of his birds by each method. Most of the marketing 
contracts were signed at the beginning of the production period 
and were associated with the furnishing of credit for either poults 
or feed or both. 
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The average profit per bird was $1.85 for those sold at the 
local plant compared to $1.06 for those shipped to central markets 
(table 25). This difference in profit resulted partly from differences 
Table 25. R.elation of method of sale to profits and other 
factors-67 turkey flocks, Utah, 1942 
Number ~~~:;re Average Percent Receipts Total Profit weight in costs 
M ethod of sa le of of birds per prime per per per 
flocks sold bird grade pound pound bird 
number number pounds p ercent cents cents dollars 
F.o.b. processing plant ........ 52 2,741 17.1 69.5 33.4 22.5 1.85 
F .o.b. central markets .......... 15 2,846 15.8 58.6 32.5 25'.8 1.06 
Difference 
.. -.---.------- --------- -- --
105 1.3 10.9 0.9 3.3 0.79 
*One producer used both methods of sale hence is not 'included in this table. 
in methods of sale but mostly from differences in efficiency of 
production. The difference in the average price received per pound 
was 0.9 cents, but the difference in cost of production was 3.3 cents. 
The birds sold locally were larger and of better average quality. 
The reason apparently is associated with feeding and other produc-
tion practices. Generally those producers who operated under a 
marketing contract were using expensive feeds and followed 
production practices such that the birds were not equal to the 
average. The lower average quality of birds was responsible for 
part, but not all, of the difference in the price received. 
In table 26 a comparison is made of the net returns to pro-
ducers for turkeys of the same grade sold by the two methods. 
In making this comparison it was necessary to assume that process-
ing, freight , and refrigeration costs were shared equally per pound 
by all market classes. The processing costs were 3.0 and 3.1 cents 
per pound, respectively, for birds sold locally and those shipped. 
Those sold at the processing plant had, of course , no freight nor 
Table 26. Comparison of net returns per pound turkeys of the same sex 
and grade sold by different methods - 67 flocks , U tah, 1942 
Method of sale Prime Choice Com'c'l Prime Choice Com'c'l toms toms toms hens hens hens 
cents cents cents cents cents cents 
F.o.b. processing plants ______ __ 32.8 31.6 29.3 34.9 33.2 30.3 
F.o.b. central markets ________ ____ 32.0 30.8 28.4 34.3 32.6 29.7 
Advantage for local sale ________ 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.6 
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refrigeration charges to bear, while. such charges amounted to 2.4 
cents per pound for those shipped. The net returns were greater 
for those turkeys sold f.o .b. processing plants for every market 
grade. The difference was 0.6 cents per pound for hens and 0.8 
cents for most of the toms. 
Fig. 13. Utah turkeys packed for shipment to the U nited States armed forces 
overseas. In 1942 Utah produced enough turkey meat to supply each 
person in the United States armed forces with two pounds 
Experience of the Operator 
Included in this study were the records of 14 turkey operators who 
had had but one or two years of experience producing turkeys 
and also 18 records of operators with eight or more years of ex-
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perience. Apparently several years of experience are an asset in 
producing turkeys . The men with the most experience averaged 
the largest flocks, had the lowest death losses in spite of larger 
flocks, produced the largest birds , and had the largest percen.tage 
of birds in the top grade (table 27). They also fed the most feed 
Table 27. R elation of operators years of experience in raising turkeys 
to various factors - 47 flocks, Utah, 1942 
Y ea rs o f N umber Po ults T o tal 
A verage Birds F eed fed T o ta l P rofit 
we ight in pr ime per rece ipts per 
ex peri en ce o pera tors purchase d morta li ty per bird grade bird per b ird bird 
number number percent pounds percent pounds dollars dollars 
1 and 2 ____ ____ 14 3,224 33.6 16.6 66.0 100 5.49 1.64 
3 to 7 __ .. _______ _ 15 3,240 26.6 16.7 68.1 115 5.50 1.67 
8 or more ____ 18 4,125 22.5 17.7 71.9 118 5.84 1.88 
Total or avg. 49* 3,655 27.2 17.2 69.9 114 5.69 1.81 
* Includes two operators whose experience is unknown. 
per bird, sold the birds for the most money, and made the largest 
profits. Their average profits were $1.88 per bird compared with 
$1 .64 for producers with the least experience. The average profits 
per operator were more than $6,000 for the most experienced. 
In essentially every field of agricultural production, maximum 
profits are realized not by the operator's being especially skilled 
in accomplishing one thing , but by being consistently good in all 
factors that affect profits . Not infrequently the maintenance of 
extremely high standards in one factor becomes a handicap if some 
other factor is extremely low. In order to show the effects of main-
taining better than average performance in a number of factors , 
each of the records was rated in the number of selected factors in 
which it was better than average. The possibilities were from 0 to 
8 for each record. (The factors used are given as a footnote to 
table 28.) No attention was given to which of the eight factors 
was better but only the number. The results are given in table 28. 
Only one operator failed to exceed average in at least one of 
the eight factors , and only one succeeded in reaching average in 
all eight of them. Except for the one record with no factors better 
than average, the profits per bird consistently increased as the 
number of factors better than average increased. With only one 
factor better than average the profits per bird averaged 61 cents , 
but with all factors better than average the profits were $2.60 per 
l-,ird. In general the tendency was for the largest number of factors 
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better than av erage to be associated with the larger flocks. As a 
result the profits per operator increased more rapidly with the 
Table 28. Relation of number of factors better than average to size 
of flocks and profits, 68 turkey enterprises, Utah, 1942 
Number of factors Number Average Average Average 
better than of number of profit per profit per 
average * records birds raised bird operator 
number number dollars dollars 
0 1 1.508 1.25 1.889 
1 6 2.191 0.61 1.347 
2 6 2.399 0.92 2.216 
3 13 2.715 1.13 3.069 
4 8 2.269 1.44 3.262 
5 12 2.592 1.78 4.614 
6 15 3.243 2.20 7.118 
7 6 3.698 2.34 8.657 
8 1 3.061 2.60 7.964 
Total or average 68 2.757 1.66 4.578 
*Factors are : Number of birds raised. percentage death loss in brooder. per~ 
centage death loss on range. average w eight per bird . percentage of birds in 
prime grade. cost per cwt. of all feed . man hours per bird. and kind of poults 
started. (Day old poults considered as better than average. ) For those who 
began with started poults and hence had no death loss in brooder. there was a 
possibility of only seven factors better than average. 
increase in the number of factors than did the profits per bird. The 
average profits to the six operators who were better than average 
in seven of the eight factors were $8 .657. The one producer with 
no factors better than average was near average in practically all 
of the important factors most closely related to profitable pro-
duction. 
COMPARISON BETWEEN COUNTIES 
THE years of experience in turkey production of the operators averaged 6.9 years for Sanpete County, 5.9 years for Box Elder 
County, 4.6 years for Cache County, and 4 .1 years for Sevier 
County. Whether the difference in amount of experience was an 
important factor cannot definitely be stated, but several important 
differences exist in practices and efficiency between counties. In 
essentially every respect the Sanpete County operators were the 
most efficient and as a result , made the largest profits. In most 
measures of efficiency and profits Cache County producers were 
least efficient and made the least profits. 
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Half of the Cache County operators started with some brooded 
poults. This practice was much more common in Cache than in 
any other county and is responsible for much of the difference 
between Cache and the other counties. The largest number of 
mature birds raised per operator was 3,240 in Sanpete County and 
the smallest number, 2,172 in Box Elder County (table 29). Sanpete 
producers fed the most feed per bird and the Cache producers 
the least. Because of some home mixing of mash, an exact com ... 
parison of the amount fed per bird cannot be made, but in general 
Cache and Box Elder growers fed relatively smaller quantities of 
Table 29. Variation between counties in selected management and 
production factors - 68 turkey flocks. Utah. 1942 
Day old Started Mature Feed fed Man Mortalit y Mortality 
County poults poults birds per labor in on 
purchased purchased raised bird per bird brooder range' 
number number number pounds hours percent percent 
Cache ... _--- - 2,250 1,545 2,887 103 1.3 19.0 14.3 
Box Elder .. 3,326 235 2,l72t 110 1.4 . 26.0 17.4 
Sanpete ...... 3,599 530 3,240+ 117 1.3 14.9 7.6 
Sevier ........ 2,093 770 2,292 111 1.1 13.7 11.0 
Average .... 3,049 674 2,757 112 1.3 18.3 11.4 
*Based on number of birds placed on range. 
t In addition a total of 1,100 was sold as brooder poults. 
tIn addition a total of 2,400 was sold as brooder poults. 
mash while Sanpete growers fed the most. There was some ranging 
of turkeys in Cache and Box Elder Counties but practically none 
in Sanpete and Sevier. 
Slightly more man labor was used in Box Elder County which 
may reflect the tendency to depend more on ranges .for feed than 
in other counties. Such a practice requires more labor than does 
feeding in a more restricted area . Sevier County producers used 
the least man labor. Death losses were lowest in Sanpete and Sevier 
Counties and highest in Box Elder County. Losses on the range 
were more than twice as high in Box Elder as in Sanpete. while 
brooder losses in Box Elder were about twice the losses in Sevier 
County. A part of the heavier losses on the range in Cache and 
particularly Box Elder can be directly attributed to loss from 
storms that occurred in that part of the state at the time many 
producers were moving from the brooders to the range. The 
differences in death losses and the amount of feed fed and in prac-
tices of starting with brooded poults are important in affecting 
final profits. 
44 UTAH AGRICU LT UR AL E XP ERIM E T STATION BULLETIN 318 
• 
Other important factors that influence profits are the av erage 
weight of birds and the market grade. The Sanpete birds averaged 
17.4 pounds, while the Sevier County birds averaged only 15.9 
pounds and the birds in Cache County 16.0 pounds (table 30). 
Sanpete birds likewise graded highest with 75.3 percent in top 
grade compared with only 53.5 percent for Sevier County and 
almost 60 percent of the birds in the other counties. The majority 
of the pre~ Thanksgiving season birds produced in Utah were 
produced in Sevier County, and these early birds were marketed 
with less finish than the average in other counties. This practice 
accounts for much of the difference in the weight and the grade of 
Sevier County turkeys as compared with birds produced in San-
pete County. 
Table 30. Comparison of selected factors affecting receipts, costs and 
profits in different counties - 68 turkey flocks, Utah, 1942 
A verage Birds in A verage cost A verage cost F eed cost P rofit Profit 
County weigh t p rime of mash of scratch per pound per p er 
per bird grade per cwt. per cwt. of meat bird operator 
pounds percent dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars 
Cache 16.0 57.3 3.18 1.63 0.143 1.15 3,313 
Box Elder ______ 16.9 61.7 3.19 1.61 0.136 1.55 3,365 
Sanpete ________ 17.4 75.3 2.23 1.55 0.130 1.95 6,330 
Sevier 
--- -- --- -. 15.9 53.5 2.36 1.63 0.139 1.47 3,376 
Average ___ __ __ _ 16.8 67.1 2.50 1.59 0.135 1.66 4,578 
Another factor that seemingly was important in affecting 
profits and also feeding practices was the relative cost of feed . 
Cache and Box Elder County producers are in an area of surplus 
feed production, while Sanpete and Sevier Counties are in deficit 
feed areas. . Feed grains normally move from or through the 
northern counties to the southern ones. However, Cache County 
growers paid an average of $0.95 per hundredweight more for 
turkey mash and $0.08 per hundredweight more for scratch feed 
than did Sanpete growers. Box Elder prices were essentially the 
same as Cache County prices , while Sevier County mash prices 
were only slightly more than Sanpete County. Apparently the 
reason for the differences in prices is that the growers of Sanpete 
County are better organized and many of them patronize a co~ 
operative feed plant while no similar organization exists in the 
northern counties. Also many growers in the northern counties 
were feeding expensive brands of feeds , the cost of which was, no 
doubt, increased by reason of the financing that was provided by 
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the feed company. On a pound of meat basis, feed costs varied 
from 13 cents in Sanpete County to 14.3 cents in Cache County. 
Profits per bird ranged from $1.95 in Sanpete County to $1.15 
in Cache County. The profits per operator were not greatly dif-
ferent in Cache, Box Elder and Sevier Counties. However, Sanpete 
growers, because of larger and generally more efficient production, 
made profits nearly t'Yice those of the growers in other counties. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
THE importance of the commercial production of turkeys in Utah has greatly increased during the past several years. This has 
largely resulted from favorable prices and from improvements in 
methods and practices of producing and marketing turkeys . The 
development of scientific feeding and brooding, the development 
of broad-breast birds , year round market outlets , more effective 
methods of disease control, commercial hatcheries , and centralized 
processing plants have contributed to the phenomenal expansion 
of this enterprise. 
Most of the Utah turkeys are grown out from day old poults 
most of which are shipped into the state-principally from Cali-
fornia and Oregon. They are reared in relatively large flocks , with 
most producers buying from 3,000 to 6 ,000 poults . The average 
reported for this study was 3,723. From these , 2,757 reached a 
marketable state. Essentially all are killed, dressed, and packed 
for market in commercial or cooperative processing plants. Most 
of them are sold f.o.b. the processing plant. 
Compared with most agricultural enterprises relatively little 
fixed capital is required for turkey production. The average for 
the 68 producers included in this study was $2 ,287 or $0.83 per 
turkey raised. This was fairly evenly divided between land, build-
ings , and equipment. 
The total cost of producing turkeys in 1942 was $3.92 per 
bird raised or $10,816 per flock. Feed costs amounted to 58 percent, 
poults cost 22 percent, and labor amounted to 10 percent of the 
total, or these three costs equalled more than 90 percent of the 
total costs. As the average bird weighed 16.8 pounds the cost per 
pound was $0.233. The average bird marketed was fed 112 pounds 
of feed of which about 52 pounds were mash, and the average 
labor requirement was 1.3 hours per bird raised. 
The farm sale price for all turkeys was 33.2 cents per pound 
or $5.58 per bird or an average of $15 ,394 for each producer. The 
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price received per pound varied with the sex , grade, and weight 
of the birds. The weight of toms averaged 21 .1 pounds and 58 
percent of them were in the top grade, while hens averaged 12.8 
pounds in weight and 76 percent of them were in top grade. Hens 
sold for an average of 2.3 cents per pound more than did toms. 
Prime or top grade toms sold for 3.3 cents per pound more than did 
the third or lowest grade, while the same spread was 4.4 cents 
for hens. 
The difference between the net receipts and total expenses 
which is called profits averaged $4,578 to each producer , $1.66 per 
bird marketed and 9.9 cents per pound for turkey marketed. The 
turkey enterprise was very profitable in 1942. 
Four major factors which were closely associated with profits 
were: 
1. Beginning the enterprise with day old rather than with 
poults that were already "brooded out." The average profit per 
bird for flocks started from day old poults was $1.81 while from 
flocks of "brooded out" poults it was only $1.05. 
2. The size of the flocks. This had but little affect on the 
profits per bird but had a great influence on efficient use of capital 
and labor and also on total profits. 
3 . Mortality rates. The third of the flocks with the least 
mortality averaged profits of $2.03 per bird compared with $1.52 
for the third with the highest mortality. Causes of differences in 
mortality are not · clearly established but seem to be associated 
with the inherent vitality of the poults and also with crowding 
in the brooder. Other management practices, diseases , as well as 
factors over which the manager has little or no control also affect 
death losses . 
4. Costs of feed and feeding practices. There was great 
variation in the prices paid for feed , especially mash. As far as 
known these differences had no relation to the benefits derived 
from the feed by the turkeys. However , some additional services 
such as credit facilities were associated with the higher priced feed. 
The differences in the price of feed apparently influenced feeding 
practices and in some cases the time of .marketing. As a result the 
differences in profits were greater than the differences in feed costs 
alone. Producers who used the lower priced feeds realized the 
largest profits. 
In addition, the average weight per bird and the proportion 
of birds in the top grade were associated with profits . However , 
since these factors were also closely associated with the prices 
paid for feed and feeding practices, and with each other, it was 
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impessible in the analysis made to. separate entirely the affect 
ef each. • 
Based en the results ef this study and leeking teward the 
future ef the turkey industry in Utah, there are several practices 
asseciated with the preductien ef turkeys that prebably ceuld be 
impreved. They are: 
1. The further develepment in Utah ef a turkey hatching in-
dustry. The lecal preductien ef peults weuld make pessible mere 
adequate centrel ef diseases and the breeding ef a mere vigereus 
and adapted type ef bird. This industry is new established and 
making censiderable pregress in Washingten Ceunty. 
2. Under the price cenditiens ef 1942 the practice ef buying 
started peults was net so. prefitable to. the grewer as buying day 
eld peults. In additien such practice facilitates the spread ef 
disease between flecks. 
3. The practice ef crewding peults in the breoder heuses in 
erder to. increase its capacity is net desirable. 
4. The payment ef extraerdinarily high prices fer feeds and 
the signing ef marketing centracts in erder to. ebtain financing er 
ether service are net generally desirable. In mest cases these 
are net necessary theugh in a few cases financing may net have 
been available etherwise. 
5. With the price relatienships that prevailed in 1942 the 
practice ef adjusting feeding in erder to. reduce the ameunt ef 
expensive feeds fed was less prefitable than to. have fed a nermal 
ratien. 
The future ef the turkey industry in Utah will be determined 
in large measure by the turkey-feed price relatienships which 
prebably will net be as faverable as in 1942. Turkey preductien 
fits well into. the small farm setup ef Utah where there usually is 
a surplus ef laber but it must cempete with chickens, hegs, dairy 
cews, and the fattening ef lambs and beef cattle fer the available 
feed supply. Hewever, sheuld the price ef wheat be permanently 
lewered to. the level ef feed grains, which seems net at all unlikely, 
the future ef the turkey industry weuld seem brighter. Hewever. 
sheuld this be the case seme further erganizatien ef the turkey 
preducers to. previde better er mere efficient feed and marketing 
facilities weuld no. deubt be desirable. It is net likely in any case 
that the turkey industry will centinue to. expand as it has during 
the past few years. 
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